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Transportation, Energy and Utilities Committee of the City Council 
Tuesday, November 20, 2012 at 5:00 – 7:30 PM 

645 Pine Street, front conference room 

–MINUTES– 
 
Members present:  Chair, David Hartnett 

Maxwell Tracy (arrived at 5:23 pm) 
Chip Mason 

  
Others present:    noted below 
 
Chair Hartnett called the meeting to order at 5:21 pm.   
 

1. Agenda 
Mason moved to accept. All in favor. 
 

2. Public Forum 
Matt Conger, Public Works Commissioner (PWC) and employee of UVM Transportation Research 
Center: Chittenden County Regional Planning Commission’s travel behavior report just released 
and bike/ped infrastructure is in high demand; Complete Streets principles and projects have 
changed his commute behaviors and he is excited for momentum.  
  

3. Minutes of 8/20/2012 
Mason moved to accept. Tracy second. All in favor. 

4. Complete Streets Implementation – draft project checklist 
Conger: offered to be PWC liason for TEUC, asked about need for resolution from Council. 
Tracy: spoke with PWC Chair Nate Lavery and sees clear PWC jurisdiction for complete streets 
oversight; no resolution needed for oversight, but can consider one for PWC liason.  
Losch: draft guidelines and checklist provided in packet; created to ensure compliance with local 
policy and state legislation; key language identifies exempt projects, as all others must utilize 
this checklist. Referenced State of Vermont policy for guidance on exempt projects. 
Charlene Wallace, Local Motion representative: can bicycle signal actuation be considered, even 
though traffic signal upgrades are listed as exempt? Can pedestrian signals be added with signal 
upgrades? 
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Losch: will consider how to include these as non-exempt considerations. Moving onto project 
checklist: copy provided in packet contained note that Neighborhood Streets and Truck Routes 
will be added; revised copy provided at meeting now includes these items, but no other 
substantive changes to checklist. Checklist is basically a list version of the Street Design 
Guidelines: provides instructions to city staff, starts by identifying type of street classification for 
project in question, and provides checklist of features to be considered for each street 
classification. Checklist will be kept in project file. If feature cannot be included, propose to have 
PWC approve decision. Form to be filed with Clerk/Treasurer office if exemption approved. To 
follow blanket exemption under Act 34 to determine cost is disproportionate to need or 
probable use: separate form, propose to always have approval from PWC, and to file with 
Clerk/Treasurer office as well as project file; Act 34 requires exemptions be filed with 
Clerk/Treasurer. 
Wallace: Feature #10 can note 4’ minimum allowed for bike lane? 
Losch: new AASHTO guide lists minimum 5’ but will re-check and will ask state for guidance.  
Hartnett: consider re-naming checklist to guidelines to clarify flexibility in the process. 
Conger: any feedback on city use of porous pavement, since listed in feature #19? 
Steve Goodkind, Director of Public Works: difficulty with 3 porous parking lots already installed 
and will not use until fixes can be made for northern climates.  
Conger: suggest note about future consideration and need for new product so excitement isn’t 
generated about potential porous parking lanes. 
Wallace: Feature #16 should also apply to Bicycle Streets? #17 to apply to Complete Streets? 
Losch: will double check Street Design Guidelines and will reconsider. 
Wallace: consider keeping bike lanes in Neighborhood Transition zones; school of thought has 
changed since Transportation Plan approved. Should NACTO guide be mentioned? 
Losch: will revisit bike lanes in Neighborhood Centers. Complete Streets guide may not be 
appropriate place to list guidebooks used by staff. Planned presentation at December PWC 
though to address NACTO guidebook and city policy on use.  
Conger: NACTO treatments need to carefully considered because of northern climate impacts 
and lack of durability; need to only reference treatments successfully used by other northern 
cities. 
Losch: Minneapolis, Chicago, New York, and Philadelphia are all NACTO members and use 
treatments.  

 
Hartnett: update on Downtown Transit Center? 
Losch & Goodkind: currently in design but don’t know exact schedule. Anticipate CCTA update 
at December TEUC meeting though. 
Hartnett: would like updates at least quarterly.  
Tracy: Booth Street traffic calming process? 
Losch: received new traffic data but have not reviewed yet. Will compare this data to data from 
first speed bump installation to determine any change in behaviors since new speed bumps 
were installed to new standard with recent paving project. 
Sidewalk patch happening at 43 or 46 School Street? Mixed addresses in emails. 
Goodkind: may have address wrong, but clear site of missing sidewalk will be replaced. Tracy: 
Crosswalk signal plan and schedule for Archibald/Winooski? 
Losch & Goodkind: project has begun and will continue until weather becomes too cold for 
construction.  



 

 

Hartnett: work at bridge along Route 127? 
Goodkind: access for repair of bike path failure adjacent to Rt. 127. 
Goodkind: North Street project included fabrication of historic light poles to reproduce original 
1920’s light poles in use in Burlington. BED recently changed light fixture to LED head instead 
of adding LED fixtures to historic hardware. Under contract agreement to maintain hardware 
for 20 years as part of grant funding to complete project.  
Tracy: heard of change but thought it was interim measure for energy efficiency.  
Hartnett: asked Councilor Tracy to follow up with Barbara Grimes at BED and inform of grant 
agreement for 20 years of maintenance of historic hardware. Understands LED are much more 
efficient so may be interim fix. Should be clarified though. Any change should have been 
brought to the TEUC. 
 
Hartnett motion to adjourn. Mason Second. All in favor. 
Adjourned at 6:11 pm 



 

    
Date: December 6, 2012 
 
To: Burlington City Council Transportation, Energy and Utility Committee  
 
Cc: Peter Owens, CEDO Director 

Steve Goodkind, Public Works Director  
Norm Baldwin, DPW 
Nicole Losch, DPW 

 Richard Haesler, Assistant City Attorney   
 
From: Kirsten Merriman Shapiro, Special Projects Manager, CEDO 
 
Re: City Transfer of FTA Grant #VT-03-0047 to CCTA 
 
 
 
The City and CCTA are proposing to transfer a Federal Transit Administration 
(“FTA”) discretionary grant entitled, “Burlington Transit Facilities, Vermont” in the 
amount of $2,427,184 from the City to CCTA.  CCTA will use the grant to expand 
CCTA’s facilities and resources that serve the City’s and the region’s 
transportation needs. We are requesting that the TUEC sponsor the attached 
resolution for the December 17, 2012 Board of Finance and City Council 
meetings.  
 
 
CCTA, DPW and CEDO Staff will be available at the December 12, 2012 TUEC 
meeting to answer any questions.  
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Getting you where you need to go! 

 

 

November 13, 2012 

 

City Council Transportation, Energy & Utilities Committee 

C/O Department of Public Works 

645 Pine Street 

Burlington, VT 05401 

 

Dear Committee Member; 

 

The Chittenden County Transportation Authority (CCTA) is requesting that the TEUC support the 

transfer of a federal funding earmark for the purchase of property to support continued expansion of 

transit service.  CCTA and the City of Burlington share many common goals: providing mobility for 

commuters and others; alleviating congestion; reducing pollution; lowering demand for parking in 

Burlington’s downtown core; and keeping downtown vital. 

 

Downtown Burlington is the main focus of CCTA’s transit system.  Nearly 3,000 riders per day board 

CCTA buses in downtown Burlington; 2,100 riders board at Cherry Street.  Ninety percent of our routes 

focus on Burlington.  Data indicate that demand for parking would increase by more than 550 spaces if 

CCTA were not available.  CCTA operates 11 local and 7 commuter routes in Chittenden County. 

 

CCTA ridership has grown by more than 70 percent since 2001.  Future growth, however, will be 

severely limited by the shortage of facility space at our Burlington headquarters at 15 Industrial Parkway.  

CCTA’s growth will stall in just a few years for lack of space to park and maintain buses. 

 

Fortunately, the property next door to CCTA, 1 Industrial Parkway, is for sale.  This property was once 

CCTA’s base of operations.  To fund the property purchase, CCTA proposes to use the $2.4 million 

earmark received by Burlington for the construction of the South End Transportation Center adjacent to 

the Gilbane parking lot.  Recent history shows that there is no viable customer market for close-in parking 

facilities affiliated with shuttle routes.  The shuttle from the Elks Club in the New North End to 

downtown, which began in 2002, ended a year later due to poor ridership.  Similarly, the shuttle from the 

Gilbane lot to downtown, which began in 1996, ended in 2012 due to low ridership and the City’s 

conclusion of the lease on the Gilbane Lot.  In 2003, CCTA began the CATMA shuttle from Gilbane to 

UVM/FAHC; however, it was discontinued in 2009 due to poor ridership and loss of CATMA 

sponsorship.  In addition, UVM and FAHC opened parking garages for 2,600 cars, further undercutting 

the shuttle service.   

 

There is no longer a valid rationale for the South End Transportation Center and the $2.4 million earmark 

is likely to disappear soon if not used.  Controlling language in that earmark mandates that it is to be used 

for public transit facilities within the City of Burlington.  There is no market for such close-in 

parking/shuttles; longer-distance commuter express services are showing robust growth; CCTA needs 

additional capacity at its maintenance/bus storage facility or growth cannot take place; and, importantly, 

an expansion site is available now – on the open market. 

 
Best regards, 

 
Aaron Frank 

Assistant General Manager 
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  Councilors  

 
                    

  
BURLINGTON TRANSIT FACILITIES AND SERVICES 
MEMORANDUM OF UNDERSTANDING WITH CCTA 
Re ASSIGNMENT OF FTA GRANT NUMBER VT-03-047  
 
 
 
 
In the year Two Thousand Twelve…………………………………………….. 
Resolved by the City Council of the City of Burlington, as follows: 
 
 
WHEREAS the City secured a 2004 Federal Transit Administration (“FTA”) 
discretionary grant entitled, “Burlington Transit Facilities, Vermont,” with grant number 
VT-03-0047, approved on September 25, 2008, in the amount of $2,427,184 (the 
“Grant”); and 
 
WHEREAS the City had initially intended to use the Grant to develop a South End 
Transit Center (“SETC”) but a variety of delays, including, but not limited to, a legal 
challenge to the City’s claim of clear title to a portion of the property contemplated for 
development of the SETC has stalled the project and consequently the City has 
reassessed its overall transportation needs; and  
 
WHEREAS the Grant is likely to expire if not used soon; and 
 
WHEREAS CCTA provides regional transit services and, with the cooperation of the 
City, is in the process of expanding its station in downtown Burlington in order to be able 
to provide improved public transportation facilities and services to the City. 
 
WHEREAS the City and CCTA have determined that expansion of public transportation 
facilities and services is critical to the City’s sustainable economic growth and CCTA's 
ability to serve both Burlington and the region; and 
 
WHEREAS the expansion of public transportation services within the City is encouraged 
by the City Transportation Plan, the Burlington Municipal Development Plan, the Legacy 
Project Plan, and the Climate Action Plan; and 
 
WHEREAS due to the evolution of the City’s needs and the facilities and services 
required to serve those needs since the grant application was originally prepared and 
approved, the City has determined that the City’s transit goals would be best served by 
assisting CCTA in expanding the facilities and resources that CCTA will have available 
to serve the City’s and the region’s transportation needs; and 
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WHEREAS because the City and CCTA, together with other stakeholders, have been 
successful in increasing ridership for CCTA’s bus services; and 
 
WHEREAS the increased ridership, together with continuing demands for transit services 
that minimize the impact on the environment, has put a strain on the capacity of CCTA’s 
current facility on Industrial Parkway and CCTA’s current fleet of buses; and 
 
WHEREAS  CCTA would like to acquire additional buses and expand that facility, at its 
current property or at a nearby or alternate site, in order to provide additional space and 
improved facilities for storage, maintenance, parts, and parking for its drivers; and 
 
WHEREAS the City wishes to assign the Grant to CCTA to allow CCTA to acquire 
additional buses and expand the facilities that it will need to maintain and service its 
expanded bus fleet (together, the “Project”); and 
 
WHEREAS the current balance of the Grant is $2,338,068 and the City has been 
exploring the option of assigning the balance of the Grant to CCTA and is now prepared 
to enter into a Memorandum of Understanding (see attached) with CCTA to accomplish 
same; and  
 
WHEREAS, as contemplated by the Memorandum of Understanding, the City and CCTA 
will cooperate in obtaining any necessary consent from the FTA for assignment of the 
Grant; and 
 
WHEREAS, provided that the FTA consents to said assignment; upon the assignment of 
the Grant by the City to CCTA, the City will maintain no rights to, or liabilities under, 
FTA Project # VT-03-0047, the Grant, or any and all funds awarded to the City by the 
FTA pursuant to the Grant, beyond the rights and responsibilities defined in the 
Memorandum of Understanding. 
 
NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED that the City Council hereby authorizes Mayor 
Miro Weinberger to executed the attached Memorandum of Agreement with CCTA, and 
any and all grant assignment documents with the FTA and/or CCTA consistent therewith, 
subject to the review and approval of the City Attorney. 
 



I-89 Exit 14 Intermodal Intercept Facility
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Exit 14 Intermodal 

Intercept Parking Facility

Stakeholder Committee Meeting

November 29, 2012

Presentation Overview

� Project Overview

� Facility Layout & 

Circulation

� Operations and 

Management Options

� Construction Cost 

Estimate

� Alternatives Assessment

� Next Steps

1
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I-89 Exit 14 Intermodal Intercept Facility
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2

� Project Overview

� Facility Layout & 

Circulation

� Operations and 

Management Options

� Construction Cost 

Estimate

� Alternatives 

Assessment

� Next Steps

Project Overview – Major Milestones

3

Milestones Achieved Since Last Stakeholder Committee 

Meeting (11/11)

� Completed Purpose & Need Statement

� Held Public Meeting and Ward 1 NPA Meeting in April

� Finalized Facility Sizing and Layout

� Completed Traffic Modeling & Analysis

� Developed Alternatives for Evaluation

� Developed Construction & Operating Costs

� Evaluated Transit Service Options

� Presented Project to VTrans in September



I-89 Exit 14 Intermodal Intercept Facility
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Project Overview

4

� WHAT: Parking facility and transportation center with complimentary office & 

retail uses; potential slip ramp off I-89 SB

� WHO: Users include commuters, airport patrons & special events visitors

Scoping/Feasibility Study: Solicit public & stakeholder input to identify issues, 

evaluate alternatives, and develop a preferred alternative.

Project Purpose & Need Statement

5

PURPOSE 

� 9to reduce parking demand, congestion, vehicle miles travelled, and 

vehicle emissions in Burlington and South Burlington by intercepting 

vehicles prior to reaching their final destination and transferring them to a 

non-single-occupant-vehicle mode9

NEEDS

� Parking demand drives inefficient use of space in dense settings

� Peak period congestion along major commuter routes into Burlington and 

South Burlington

� Reduce vehicle emissions and improve air quality levels in Chittenden 

County

� Lack of adequate and convenient mode-transfer facilities for commuters 

in Chittenden County

� Lack of parking capacity to accommodate large special events
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Difference Between Intercept Facility & Park & Ride

INTERCEPT

PARK & RIDE

Park and Ride Intercept

Trip Context Close to Origin Close to Destination

Function
Serves multiple 

destinations

Allow for higher / 

better use of urban 

core parking

Geographic 

Location
Rural or suburban

Urban/Activity Center 

Fringe

Predominant SOV 

Mode Shift to:

Car or Van Pool, 

Low Frequency 

Transit

High frequency 

transit

Typical Design Surface lot
Surface lot or 

structured parking

Capacity Low-medium Medium-high

Walk/Bike Access
Desirable but not 

common
Yes

Ownership Public Public or private

Facility Type
Characteristic

Existing Conditions Assessment

7

Transit Service

Bike/Ped Links

Traffic Flow & 

Congestion

Land Use & 

Zoning

Natural Resources
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� Project Overview

� Facility Layout & 

Circulation

� Operations and 

Management Options

� Construction Cost 

Estimate

� Alternatives 

Assessment

� Next Steps

Defining Parking / Intercept Facility Users

Potential Users - Facility

� Commuters for access to 

both shuttle buses and 

carpools

� Airport patrons

� Special events visitors

Potential Users – Shell 

Space

� Retail, office employees

9
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Defining Parking / Intercept Facility Users

10

Parking demand 

developed based 

on input from 

stakeholders and 

Steering 

Committee 

members

Facility Layout & Circulation
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Facility Layout & Circulation

Restricted 

Access 

Gate

Facility Layout & Circulation  – Transit Circulation

Bus 

Loading 

Area

Buses 

to/from 

US 2

Buses 

to/from 

East Ave

All turning movements 

tested for standard 

city and coach buses. 
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Facility Layout & Circulation – Auto Circulation

Vehicle 

entrance 

from US 2

Vehicle 

entrance from 

I-89 SB (via 

new slip lane)

Vehicle 

entrance 

from 

Sheraton

Facility Layout & Circulation  – Auto Circulation

Primary 

vehicle 

exit

Secondary 

vehicle exit
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Facility Layout & Circulation  – Auto Circulation

Vehicle 

access 

to/from 

US 2

Vehicle 

access 

from I-89

Facility Layout & Circulation  – Pedestrian Circulation

Connect 

to existing 

multi-use 

path

Connect 

to existing 

multi-use 

path
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Facility Elevations

Facility Elevations
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Facility Floor Plans

Facility Floor Plans
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Facility Floor Plans

Facility Floor Plans
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Slip Ramp Reconfiguration – Merged Ramps + Walls

Reduced 

wetland impact

Retaining 

Wall

Retaining 

Wall

Single off-

ramp, shared 

deceleration 

lane

25

� Project Overview

� Facility Layout & 

Circulation

� Operations and 

Management Options

� Construction Cost 

Estimate

� Alternatives 

Assessment

� Next Steps
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Operations & Maintenance and Revenue Estimate

26

Facility Management Options

� CCTA, VTrans, Burlington, South Burlington, UVM: 

Not interested in managing facility

� CATMA: Interested in managing facility

� If the Sheraton Hotel would be satisfied with negotiating its terms of use 

in a facility operated by CATMA, then CATMA management of the facility 

would be the simplest and most straightforward option.

� If the Sheraton Hotel desires a stronger, and ongoing role, then the 

development of a public-private partnership between CATMA and the 

hotel would be the most effective option.

� Separate Third Party Parking Management 

Entity

27
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28

� Project Overview

� Facility Layout & 

Circulation

� Operations and 

Management Options

� Construction Cost 

Estimate

� Alternatives 

Assessment

� Next Steps

Construction Cost Estimate

29
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30

� Project Overview

� Facility Layout & 

Circulation

� Operations and 

Management Options

� Construction Cost 

Estimate

� Alternatives 

Assessment

� Next Steps

Alternatives Evaluation - COST
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Alternatives Evaluation Matrix

33

� Project Overview

� Facility Layout & 

Circulation

� Operations and 

Management Options

� Construction Cost 

Estimate

� Alternatives 

Assessment

� Next Steps
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Next Steps

� Alternatives Presentations

� Stakeholder Committee (Today)

� South Burlington City Council (December)

� BTV Transportation, Energy & Utilities Committee 

(December)

� Public Meeting (January)

� Selection of Preferred Alternative by Steering 

Committee (February)

� Final Scoping Study (April)

34


